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Effects of Husband’s Education on Wife’s Earnings:
The Recent Evidence
By Humenghe Zhao
Abstract
This paper aims to examine the relationship between husband’s
education and his wife’s earnings. The study builds upon previous literature
revolving around the relationship between a woman’s human capital and
her husband’s earnings. Using pooled cross-sectional data from the Current
Population Survey (CPS), I adjust the OLS wage model to estimate whether
a man’s human capital has positive effects on his wife’s earnings. Two
major hypotheses concerning the correlation between spousal education
and earnings are cross-productivity effect between couples and assortative
mating. Using the original regression model, I also estimate a sub-sample
designed to restrict the effects of positive assortative mating. Finally,
the result suggests that there is strong evidence for the positive effect of
husband’s education on his wife’s earnings.

I.

Introduction
Human capital is the stock of an individual’s skills, knowledge,

abilities that can be used to produce economic value. It is widely recognized
that formal education is an important way to obtain human capital, and thus
labor–market productivity through providing specific skills and improving
one’s ability to acquire and process information, to understand changing
conditions, and to respond effectively (Becker 1964). Human capital is
also highly influenced by interaction with surrounding people, like family
and peers through sophisticated conversations, developing strategies and
coping mechanisms. Marriage, as one type of association, can provide
greater incentives to share acquired abilities and knowledge within the
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household (Benham 1974). To the extent that this is true, not only an
individual’s own formal education and working experience contribute to
the individual’s effective stock of acquired abilities and productivity, but
also the spouse’s education has important impact on one’s own economic
outcomes, such as earnings. In this paper, I intend to explore the effect
of husbands’ human capital on the productivity and earnings of married
women, and the change of the effect over the past ten years.
Regarding the impact of spousal education, a large number of
studies were conducted on the effect of a woman’s human capital on her
husband’s earnings. The result of Benham’s (1974) study suggests that a
wife’s education has a positive effect on her husband’s earnings. Jepsen
(2005) also finds this effect significant from year 1960 to 2000, but with a
diminishing magnitude over time. Kenny (1983), Wong (1986), Lam and
Schoeni (1993), and Lefgren and McIntyre (1996) all reach the similar
conclusion that spousal education has a positive impact. However, despite
numerous studies of the effect of wife’s education on her husband’s
earnings, only few studies have examined the effect of a man’s human
capital on his wife’s earnings (Huang et al. 2009, Mano and Yamamura
2010). Although the husband’s human capital has been examined as one
of the significant determinants of the labor supply of married women, its
effect on human capital and earnings of wives has been largely neglected.
As the labor force participation of married women has expanded rapidly
over the last 30 years, it is of great importance to explore important factors
within the household that may give rise to this rapid growth.
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There are two major hypotheses that have been used to interpret
the positive correlation between spousal education and a person’s own
earnings. First, the cross-productivity hypothesis argues that the positive
effect is due to one’s investment in the spouse’s human capital. Second,
the assortative mating hypothesis argues that the positive effect results
from the fact that better-educated individuals marry more productive
individuals (Becker 1974). My interest of study is the cross-productivity
theory, but these two interpretations are difficult to separate. As will be
discussed in detail later, I would use a sub-sample to control for the effects
of positive assortative mating.
This paper will proceed as follows. Section II will briefly review
previous literature regarding the similar topics. Section III will introduce
the human capital theory and the specific econometric model employed to
exam the hypothesis. Section IV is devoted to the data and measurement
issues and the data set used in the research. Section V discusses the results
of OLS regression and hypothesis test and also provides some analysis on
the results. Section VI summarizes our findings and implications.

II.

Literature Review
Benham(1974) is the pioneer in studying the effect of spousal

education on one’s earnings. In his paper, he brings up that an individual’s
effective stock of acquired abilities will be a function of not only his/her
own formal education and job experience but also the spousal education.
He builds a model based on traditional human capital theories, where the
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household is viewed as a firm whose earnings are a function of the effective
stock of human capital for each marriage partner. His result suggests that
educated women improve the human capital and productivity of their
husbands within marriage.
Another early study related to this topic finds that the positive effects
of wife’s education on the labor market productivity of men are stronger
within families who are entrepreneurs in the family business (Wong 1986).
More importantly, the study considers both the effects of wife’s education
on husband’s earnings and of husband’s education on wife’s earnings
conditional on the choice of employment status. He also finds evidence that
women workers benefit form marrying more educated men.
Jepsen (2005) employs the theoretical basis proposed by Benham.
Using United States census data from 1960 to 2000, she finds that a
wife’s education is positively associated with her husband’s earnings, but
the magnitude of the effect declines over time. Jepsen adds some new
explanation to this contemporary trend by conjecturing that the rapid
increase in a wife’s labor participation reduced her time to improve
husband’s productivity. If women use their education to further their own
careers, the positive association of a wife’s education with her husband’s
earnings might not exist today; but no direct evidence was provided. She
also brings up that recent studies suggest that a person’s own education
serves a two-fold purpose – increasing human capital and signaling
productivity to potential employers.
Lam and Shoeni(1993) analyze the effects of family background
on male labor market earnings in Brazil. They try to identify the magnitude
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of the "family background bias" in conventional estimates of returns to
schooling and to identify the direct effect of family background on earnings.
Slightly different from the studies above, their research is based on a
theoretical model of assortative mating and intergenerational correlations
in income-related characteristics. Though their focus is different, they also
find a positive effect of the wife’s education on her husband’s earnings of
over 5% for Brazil and of 3-4% for the United States.
In some other studies, the husband’s human capital has been
examined as one of the significant determinants of the labor supply of
married women. Gray (1997) finds that a wife’s labor force participation
is negatively associated with her husband’s earnings, but they do not
pay direct attention to the wife’s educational level. Similarly, based on
the quantitative analysis using cross-sectional data from the CPS and the
NLSY1979, Papps (2010) suggests that men’s education has influence on
their wives’ working hours, even when holding the wages of both spouses
constant, but the impact on earnings is neglected.
The most similar studies of the kind are conducted by Huang et
al. (2009) and Mano and Ymamura (2010). Huang et al. successfully
disentangles the cross-productivity and assortative mating effects by
using Chinese twins data, and they find the importance of both effects
in explaining spousal earnings. In particular, the mating effect exists for
both husbands and wives, but the cross-productivity effect mainly runs
from Chinese husbands to wives. Mano and Yamamura investigates many
different factors that influence the labor supply and earnings among
married Japanese women between 2000 and 2002, including husband’s
27

education, family structure, co-residence with parents or in-laws, and
childcare. Their finding associated with husband’s education suggests
that educated husbands reduce the labor supply of wives, but they tend to
improve productivity and earnings of the wives once they participate in
the labor market.
One key similarity among all the studies concerning the role of
spousal education in one’s own labor-market productivity is that they
all come to the conclusion that spousal education has significant and
positive impact on one’s own earnings. Benham(1974), Jepsen (2005),
Kenny (1983), Wong (1986), Lam and Schoeni (1993), and Lefgren
and McIntyre (1996) all find evidence for the positive impact of wives’
education on husband’s earnings, while Huang et al. (2009) and Mano
and Ymamura (2010) also find positive relationship between husbands’
education and wives’ labor-market productivity. The primary difference is
that previous studies employ different methods of analysis. For example,
Benham(1974), Jepsen (2005), and Mano and Ymamura (2010) use the
OLS wage model based on Mincer’s work(1974); while Wong(1986)
and Grossbard-Shechtman and Neuman(1991) also use Two-Stage Least
Squares as a method to estimate a system of two equations: earnings and
education of the wife. Using Chinese twins data, Huang et al. are able to
use fixed-effects model to control for the mating effect.
Most of the previous works use data before 2000s. This paper
contributes to the literature by revisiting Benham’s OLS wage model
using Current Population Survey data from 2003, 2004, 2013 and 2014.
Moreover, this paper is the first to explore the association of the husband’s
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education with his wife’s earnings using most up-to-date data. Using
pooled cross-sections rather than simple cross-sectional data, my analysis
is also slightly different from previous literature as an interaction term
is added to the model to explore the change of the effect over the past
ten years. In later discussion, I also make a comparison of the effect of
the husband’s education on his wife’s earnings from my study to the
effect of the wife’s education on her husband’s earnings from previous
literature. The discussion of such comparison can help us facilitate a
better understanding of the contemporary role of female in the labor force
and family.

III.

Modelling
One explanation for the higher earnings of individuals married to

more educated spouses is that their spouses enable themselves to enhance
their own human capital and, therefore, their productivity and earnings.
The term “cross-productivity effect” is used to describe the contribution
of a spouse’s human capital to own productivity. As stated in the crossproductivity hypothesis, within households consisting of only married
couples, the effective stock of human capital for the wife is a positive
function of the individual stock of human capital of each spouse (Benham
1974). That is, ,, where is the effective stock of human capital for the wife
at time t and the indexes w and h represents wife and husband respectively.
The individual is viewed as a firm whose earnings at time t are a function
of the individual’s market productivity. The wife’s earnings are also a
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function of the wife’s stock of human capital. Then, in the household that
is viewed as a firm composed of husband and wife, the wife’s earnings
can be expressed as a function of both partners’ human capital stock. That
is). The first order condition is , which indicates the positive effect of the
husband’s effective human capital stock on his wife’s earnings.
The empirical model used in this paper is based on Benham’s(1974)
model, which uses a standard Mincer(1974) ordinary least squares wage
model to consider the association of the husband’s education with his
wife’s earnings. As will be discussed below, I also added other control
variables and an interaction term investigating the change of the effect.
Moreover, I used a set of dummy variables describing the wife’s education
attainment instead of using only one variable of years of schooling. I
estimate the following OLS model:
ln(earning)i=β0+β1*eduhi+β2*expi+ β3*expi2+ δ1*eduw2i+ δ2*eduw3i+ δ3*eduw4i+
δ4*eduw5i + δ5*whitei+ δ6*southi+ δ7*midwesti+ δ8*westi+ δ9*urbani
+δ10*y1314i+α1*(eduh*y1314)i +µi,

where ln(earning)=log annual earnings of wife in family with wife and
husband present,
eduh=years of schooling completed by husband,
exp=years of work experience of wife,
eudw2…eduw5=wife’s education attainment modeled as a set of
dummy variables,
white, south, midwest, west, urban and y1314 are dummy
variables indicate race, region, urban location and time,
(eduh*y1314) is the interaction term captures the change of the
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effect of husband’s education on his wife’s earnings over the ten years.
The omitted categories are as follows: wife’s education—less
than high school; race—nonwhite; location—rural, and region—East.
Benham(1974) models the natural log of the husband’s annual
earnings as a function of the years of schooling completed by the husband,
the potential work experience of the husband, and potential experience
squared. He also includes a variable for the years of schooling completed
by the wife. Built upon this model, I include other variables that may
explain the wife’s earnings, such as her race and the family’s geographic
region. By adding these variables, some of the effects of omitted variables
can be avoided. One would expect whites to earn more than non-whites
and workers in urban areas to earn more than workers in rural areas.
Workers in the East are likely to earn more than workers in the Midwest.
By modeling husband’s education as his years of schooling,
Benham gives equal weight to the difference in schooling between fifth
grade and sixth grade as to the difference between the junior and senior
years in college. Under the assumption that education increases one’s
own productivity only by increasing human capital, modeling education
as the years of schooling is appropriate. However, more recently, many
researchers suggest that “a person’s own education serves a two-fold
purpose—increasing human capital and signaling productivity to
potential employers” (Jaeger and Page 1996). That is, people who have
completed a type of degree signal their productivity and ability through
their academic credentials. Thus, a person with 16 years of education and
a bachelor’s degree may be viewed by potential employers as being a
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better prospect for employment than someone with 16 years of education
but no degree because the person with the bachelor’s degree has signaled
an ability to complete the task of earning a college degree (Hungerford
and Solon 1987). In order to allow for non-linear effects of education,
the wife’s education here is modeled as a series of dummy variables.
The categories of this classification will be described in detail in the
data section. The positive effect of the spousal education is explained
using a human capital approach (cross-productivity effect), not signaling
approach: additional years of schooling allow a husband to acquire
skills that help him assist his wife. Then, the husband’s education is still
modeled as years of schooling.
An alternative explanation for the positive association between
one’s earnings and spousal education is that individuals with higher
earnings are likely to marry partners with more desirable characteristics.
This so-called “assortative mating” hypothesis states that people have a
tendency to select marriage partners of a similar education level regardless
of cross-productivity effects. For example, if men regard education as an
asset in the marriage market, then better-educated men may attract and
marry better-educated and more productive women (Mare 1991). In
econometric language, the cross-productivity effect is the causal effect of
spousal education on earnings, but the mating effect is caused by omitted
variables. An ordinary least squares estimated of the effect of spousal
education on earnings may not show the causal effect because spousal
education is likely to pick up one’s own ability or the mating effect (Boulier
and Rosenzweg 1984). Previous studies employ several different ways to
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try to separate the two effects. For example, Benham(1974) differentiates
between the years of the wife’s education obtained before and after her
marriage in an attempt to distinguish between the two arguments. Huang
et. al. use fixed effect model with unique Chinese twins data to control
for unobserved background and ability factors. In my study, to attempt
to control for the marital-sorting effect, I consider a sub-sample using
the original regression model. In the sub-sample, only couples who are
more than 5 years apart in age are considered in an attempt to focus on
people who are less likely to have met their mate in school (Jepsen 2005).
However, these two interpretations are difficult to separate even with
longitudinal data. My approach can only bring some evidence to bear on
this issue, but may not effectively differentiate between the human capital
interpretation and the martial sorting explanation.

IV.

Data
The data are taken from the March supplements of the Current

Population Survey for year 2003, 2004, 2013 and 2014. Data sets are
pooled together; year 2003 and 2004 are treated as one time period, and
year 2013 and 2014 are treated as another time period. Households are
dropped if either spouse was a member of the armed forces or was not
aged 20-60. The earnings variable is the log of the wife’s total wage and
salary earnings, which is the dependent variable used in previous studies.
The data are restricted to wives who work full-time to avoid any earnings
effects that would be a result of part-time wok status. Dollar levels for
each year are converted into 2000-dollar level by the Consumer Price
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Index for all items. Potential work experience is estimated as age minus
schooling minus six as defined by Benham(1974). The race variables
are white and nonwhite; the location variables are urban and rural; the
categories for geographic region are East, West, Midwest and South. Five
education categories were defined for wives based on the highest grade
completed. The categories are less than a high schooling graduate, high
school graduate, some college, college graduate, and post-bachelor’s
degree work. The husband’s education is modeled as the continuous
variable of years of schooling.
Advantages of the CPS data include very large sample size and
most up-to-date data. A disadvantage is that CPS data are cross-sectional
rather than longitudinal, which makes it difficult to distinguish productivity
effects form assortative mating effects. Another drawback is that the CPS
contains no measure of individual’s ability. Though modeling the wife’s
own education as a set of dummy variables can help to pick up one’s own
ability according to the signaling theory discussed in the modeling section,
without using proxies for ability, the positive causal effect of husband’s
education is still likely to pick up wife’s own ability. However, the later
result shows that the estimated returns to husband’s education using
CPS data is similar to those obtained from other data sources in previous
literature.
The descriptive statistics of the earnings and education variables
are reported in Table1 and reveal changing demographics for married
couples over the past ten years. The average years of schooling increase
for both husbands and wives from 2003-04 period to 2013-14 period. The
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correlation coefficients that measure the degree of correlation between
the wife’s schooling and the husband’s schooling are reported at the
bottom of Table 1. The correlation are virtually unchanged from 200304 to present, which are 0.603 and 0.604 respectively. The size of the
correlation coefficients is slightly smaller than the correlations found
by Benham(0.65), Shechtman and Neuman(1991) for Israel(0.684) and
Wong for Hong Kong(0.65). The correlations provide one measure of the
propensity for positive assortative mating with respect to education. That
is, the propensity for people with similar educational attainments to marry
each other. The correlation statistics suggest that not much has changed
during the time period under study (Jepsen 2005).
Table 1. Descriptive statistics
2003-04

2013-14

Mean

Std. Dev.

Mean

Std. Dev.

Wife
36.304

34.171

49.723

46.219

Earnings in 2000 dollars

Annual earnings(in 1000)

33.460

31.471

36.483

33.943

Years of schooling

13.880

2.72

14.229

2.729

Less than a high school degree

0.050

0.218

0.036

0.187

High school graduate

0.296

0.457

o.214

0.410

Some college

0.298

0.457

0.276

0.447

College graduate

0.235

0.423

0.285

0.451

Graduate/Professional school

0.121

0.326

0.189

0.391

14.127

2.562

14.776

2.642

Husband
Years of schooling
n

33,188
Correlation of wife/husband
schooling

22,159

0.603

0.604
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V.

Empirical Evidence

Table 2. Regression of log of wife’s annual earnings.
Independent Variables

Coefficients(robust Std. Err.)

Husband’s Education

0 .0178***
(0.0021)

Wife’s Characteristics:
High school graduate

0.360***
(0.016)

Some college

0.536***
(0.016)

College graduate

0.845***
(0.017)

Graduate/Professional school

1.084***

Experience

0.027***

(0.019)
(0.001)
Experience squared

-0.0004***
(0.00002)

White

0.032*
(0.015)

Urban location

0.202***

Midwest

-0.083***

(0.007)
(0.0086)
West

-0.056***
(0.009)

South

-0.088***
(0.0083)

Year 2013&2014

-0.012**

Husband’ s schooling* Year
2013&2014

0.004***

(0.006)

(0.001)
Adjusted R-squared

0.204
55,347

n
***Significant at the 0.01 level
**Significant at the 0.05 level
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Table 2 reports the regression results of estimating the econometric
model using the full sample. The coefficient of the key variable of interest,
the husband’s education, is reported in the first row. All of the signs of
the coefficient estimates on the variables were found to be in accord
with expectations. The coefficient of the husband’s education is positive
and significant. The simple null hypothesis that education of husband is
unrelated to wife’s earnings can be rejected. The size of the effect is about
0.0178, which implies that if the husband has one more year of schooling,
his wife’s earnings would increase by about 1.78 percent holding constant
other factors in the model. The magnitude of the effect increases by about
0.4 percent from 03-04 period to 13-14 period. Both the estimated effect
of interest and the estimated change of the effect over time are significant
at 1% significance level.
In previous studies, the size of the benefit of the wife’s education
was about 1.5-4%. My estimation of the benefit of the husband’s education
falls into this range, suggesting that the effect of spousal education on
one’s own earnings is almost symmetrical. Previous studies mostly focus
on the effect from wife to husband and conclude that the wife’s education
provides substantial labor-market benefits to the family beyond increments
to her own earnings. Male dominance in society is assumed when such
studies were conducted. However, female labor force participation rate
has dramatically increased over the past several decades, and females are
playing increasingly significant roles in our society. With respect to this
contemporary context, my estimation result provides evidence for such
symmetrical effect, as the size of the effect from wife to husband is about
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the same as from husband to wife. The slight increase of the effect may
suggest that husbands play increasingly important role in contributing
to their wives’ human capital accumulation. Females are taking more
advantage of their marriage than ten years ago.
As expected, Table 2 shows that a woman’s own educational
attainment is a significant predictor of her earnings. The rate of return to
a high school degree is about 36%. The return to some college is larger,
about 53.6%. The largest rates of return are for wives with college degrees
or higher. The return to a college degree is about 84.5%, and the return
to post-college schooling is around 108.4%. However, the issue here is
that the estimated returns to education are higher than those in previous
studies. The potential reasons will be discussed later in this section. Other
variables also have the expected signs. The return to additional years of
experience is positive and significant, but declines with age, as the sign
of the coefficient for the experience squared variable is negative. White
females earn more than non-white females. Workers in the East and West
earn more than workers in the Midwest and South. The location of the
household also has substantial impact on the wife’s earnings, as women
who live in urban areas earn about 20% more than women who live in
rural areas.
Table 3 reports the results for the model using the sub-sample of
wives and husbands who are more than 5 years apart in age. As discussed
in the model development section, the purpose of using this sub-sample
is to control for the assortative mating effect. This sub sample represents
couples who are less likely to have met each other either in high school
38

or college. The correlation of the husband’s education and his wife’s
earnings remains positive and significant in this case. The size of the
benefit of husband’s education is slightly higher using this sub-sample.
The magnitudes of the coefficients on the wife’s own education are about
the same. There is less evidence for the earning premium of being a white,
as the coefficient is only significant at 10% level. Also, the change of the
benefit of husband’s education increases to about 0.6 percent, but it’s only
significant at 10% level.
Table 3. Regression of log of wife’s annual earnings using a sub-sample
of couples who are more than 5 years apart in age.
Independent Variables

Coefficients(robust Std. Err.)

Husband’s Education

0 .021***
(0.0034)

Wife’s Characteristics:
High school graduate

0.350***
(0.031)

Some college

0.537***
(0.033)

College graduate

0.831***
(0.035)

Graduate/Professional school

1.13***

Experience

0.034***

(0.038)
(0.003)
Experience squared

-0.0006***
(0.00007)

White

0.060*
(0.017)

Urban location

0.202***

Midwest

-0.103***

(0.007)
(0.021)
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West

-0.051**

South

-0.057***

(0.021)
(0.019)
Year 2013&2014

-0.015**
(0.007)

Husband’ s schooling* Year 2013&2014

0.006*
(0.003)

Adjusted R-squared

0.208
11,285

n
***Significant at the 0.01 level
**Significant at the 0.05 level
*Significant at the 0.10 level

Concerned about the ability of the model to address the
research question, I run several diagnostic tests to check the GaussMarkov assumptions for OLS regression. Issues of heteroskedasticity
were present in the model, as evidenced by the Breusch-Pagan Test and
White’s Test for heteroskedasticity. In response, I employ robust standard
errors. Additionally, vif test is used to test for multicollinearity. Except
the interaction term, experience and experience squared, all other five
variables have vif values smaller than 5, which indicates there is evidence
of multicollinearity. Lastly, the p-value of the Ramsey RESET test is about
0.31, so the null hypothesis is not rejected, suggesting that there is no
evidence of functional form misspecification.
Although the coefficient estimate of the key independent variable,
husband’s education, is significant and consistent with other studies, there
are still some issues associated with the model and estimation result. The
estimated returns to one’s own education in my result are substantially
higher than those in previous study. In Jepsen’s (2005) study, she found
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that the return to each level of education is larger in 2000 than in 1960;
and the return to a high school degree ranges from 12 to 17%, the return
to some college ranges from 19 to 27%, the return to a college degree
increases from 38 to 60%, and the return to graduate or professional
degree increases from 55 to 98%. One reason might be that returns to
education increase over time. Other studies have found increasing returns
to education over time. For example, Levy and Murnane(1992) find that
returns to education increased from 1960 to 1990 for both men and women.
Using more up-to-date data, there are potential increases in the returns to
one’s own education in my regression result. Another reason could be that
there is still omitted variable bias in the model. When modeling wife’s
own education as several dummy variables, they would not only reflect
the returns to different levels of education attainment, but also pick up the
effects of signaling one’s ability. As discussed above, one drawback of
this data set is the lack of proxy variables for one’s ability. Then, without
explicitly controlling for the wife’s own ability, the dummy variables pick
up some of the effect of the wife’s ability. Regarding the size of the effect
of spousal education, this omitted variable problem seems have very little
impact on the estimation of my interest of study. This happens because
one’s own education is more associated with one’s own unobserved
ability or family background than spousal education, and therefore we see
potential positively biased estimates of the returns to own education.
Another limitation is that my method of using a sub-sample may not
successfully differentiate between cross-productivity effect and martial
sorting effect. The coefficient estimate of husband’s education in the
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sub-sample is not statistically different from that in the full sample. The
indifferent results have two underlying explanations. If martial sorting
effect does exist, then after controlling for it, the size of the coefficient
estimate is likely to decrease as only cross-productivity effect presents.
Under the assumption of having successfully controlled for marital sorting
effect, the indifferent results may disprove the existence of marital sorting
effect. Another explanation for the indifferent results is that using the subsample is not sufficient for teasing out all the assortative mating effect. It
only excludes observations with higher potential of having such effect, but
the remaining observations may still have both effects. Among all previous
studies of related topics, only Huang et al.(2009) empirically distinguish
between the cross-productivity and mating effects. Their successful
differentiation between the two effects is due to using unique twins data
they collected from urban China. However, without such unique data, one
can hardly distinguish between the two effects. My approach here can only
bring some evidence to bear on this issue.

VI.

Conclusion
In this paper, I analyzed the relationship between husband’s

education and his wife’s earnings. According to human capital theory,
spousal education helps an individual accumulate human capital and
increase earnings. The alternative explanation is the assortative mating
effect in the marriage market; that is, those who marry well-educated
people are of higher ability. Using data from the CPS, I estimate my
hypothesis with the OLS wage model. The result suggests there is strong
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evidence for the positive effect of husband’s education on his wife’s
earnings. Using the original regression model, I consider a sub-sample
that is designed to restrict the effects of positive assortative mating. The
result of this regression is consistent with the results from the full sample.
However, omitted variable bias still presents in the model as the use of CPS
data cannot effectively control for one’s unobserved ability. Moreover, my
approach may not fully distinguish between the cross-productivity and
marital-sorting effects. Further research concerning this topic may need to
find a more effective way to differentiate between the two effects.
In this article, a potential channel of post-school human capital
acquisition, learning within marriage, is proposed. The finding that
spousal education has effect on one’s own earnings could expand our
understanding of the theories of human capital, marriage, and the family.
Labor-market benefits to women appear to be associated with their
marrying well-educated men. These benefits have implications not only
for women’s earnings but also for the considerations of future marriage
partner choice.
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